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EtEMARKS 

This ReapoDSe is reaponsivo to the Examiner's Non-Final QfiSice Action Sumnwry iti^^Ued 
August 25. 2003. In the Offir^ Action Sinnnjaty, the Examiner rejecsts claimB 1-13 pending in 
the qjplication, and allows claim 14. In response, the Applicants ammri claim 12 and presetit 
arguments of patentability regarding the remmning pending claims (claims 1-12, and 14), After 
entry of the following remarlcs, claims 1-12 and 14 (3 ^ndRpcndcnt; 13 total claims) remain 
pc3).cHii£ in the application. Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's assertions 
regarding the patentability of the pending claims, and therefore traverse the same. Applicants 
rcspcctMy request itconaideration of the applicatiOD m view of the following remarks. 

35 KSG ^ J 02fh} Rei e^tu^n - Claims I, 3-8 and 10-13 
Claims 1, 3-8 and 10-13 stand rcjciciftd wnHcr 35 U.S.C. §102(b) oa bemg anticipated by 
U,S. Patent No. 6,018.690 issued January 25, 2000, to Saito et al. (the "Saitn" patent). Jn 
particular, the Examiner notes that Saito discloses all the elements of Applicants' independent , 
claims 1 and 12, and the elements of the claims depending thercfiunL Applt^nts respectfully 
disagree with the Examiner's contcrrtioijs and therefore traverse the Examiner's rejection. 

A3 a preliminary matter, Applicants note that to anticipate; a claim, the reference must 
teach every d rment of the claim. Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. ofCaUfomia, S14 F,2d 628 
(Fed Cir. 1987)* The identical invention must he phnwn in as complete a detail as is contained 
in the claim. Aichardsan v. Suzuki Motor Co., S68 FJ>d 1226, 1236 (Fed Cir. 1989). Applicants 
assert that the Saito lEferencc cited by the Examiner does not anticipate Applicants' claims, since 
Saito does not show every element of Applicants' invention in as complete detail as is contained 
in Applicants' claims. 

With regard to Applicants' independent claims I, Applicants note that claiin 1 rrcites that 
^ power control appatatus receives the plurality of first power request signals respectively 
from the plurality of electric products, generates a second power request signal for requesting an 
3Tnnunt of power which is determined in accordance with a total amount of power requested by 
the plurality of first power request signals, md outputs the second power reqiwet signal to the 
power generation apparatus" and that "the power generation apparatus inrreases or decreases the 
amoinrt of pcavrr g«ncjation fio aa to matdi the amount of power generation with a target amount 
of power generation which is determined m acmrdancc with the second power request signal." 
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One advantage of Applicants' claimed fflrangement is that the r^'rJtations allow the power 
supply syBtem of Applicants' invwitioj) to control the amount of power generated by the power 
gcTxctalion apparatus eo that the power eeneration apparatus ran generate a "nccesaary amounr 
of power "when nerr.s.saiy" in response to the second power request signal which is dctcnninftd 
baaed on the first power request signals frani the pUiTaUty of electric producte. As a reeult, the 
amount of power generated by the power generation apparaitus is rot incicascd more than the 
"neceasfiiy amount," thereby reducing the powetr consumption. 

On the other hand. Sflito fails to teach, suggest or disclose the limitations of Applicants' 
claim 1 . While the system of Sjuto teaches that the breaker apparatus 101 manages and controls 
the power consumption of all electric apparanises based on thp power use request message from 
the electric apparatus which n^cds to consume power of a desired value, the pwpose of the Saitn 
system ia merely to prevent so-called switching-o£F nf the circuit breaker by permittinfi or 
rejecting the power use request message so that the consumed power may not ntcre^ a 
prcdctennined upper limit In addition, although the power generation apparatus of Saito is the 
electric power campjniy which sends power to the external power Une 107, there is no tcaphjng 
or suggestion in Saito of the power consumptiOT controller S06 sending a second power request 
sigm] tn the electric power company. More Specifically, the desoiiption of column 9. Im^^ 
of Saito discloses that "when the electric apparatus needs to consume power of a desired value, ., 
the power use request message is transmined to the breaker sq>paTatu8 101 to request use of 
power. The breaker apparatjcus 101. wttch manages and controls the power consumption of all ^ 

electric apparatuses connected to the power Une 102, pwmits or rejects the power uae request 
nifissage." Thus. Saitx) does not teach, suggest or disclose, inusr alia, that the power genenition 
apparatus increases or decreases the amount of power generation so as to match the amomit of 
powex gfnerjtfion with a target amount of power generation which i^ rtetcmnincd in accordance 
with a second power request signal, «5 is claimed by the Applicants. More succinctly, Saito does 
not disclose the idenHcal power generation apparatus in contplcte a detail as is shown in 
Applicants' claim 1. 

The Examiner assarts that the description of colninn 2. lines 56-60 ^acloaea the "power 
generation apparatus" as claimed by Applicants. However, AppUcants respectfiiUy disagree with 
IliiB characterization of Saito, sinoc Saito is directed to a "breaker epparams" for contrdlins the 
power consumption ao that the consumed power may not wtcecd a predetermined upper limit. 

7 SedalNo.09/8l5,(S83 
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That is, flic Saito invention is not directed to any "power seneration fipparatus" capalle of 
varying an amount of power genwilioTi. Furtlier, the Examiner asserts that tlie descriptions of 
wlunin 7, Unes 30-41 and column 9, lines 38-50 discloses "incrrasiTig or decreasing the amoimt 
of power generation so as to match the amount of power generation with a target amount of 
power generation which is determined in accordance with tbn second power request signal" as 
claimed. Again, AppHcmts respectfully disagree with the Examiner's characteiization of Sjritn, 
since Saito merely discloses "power consnmptian f.ontroUcr 306 determines wheflier Uie use of 
power is poi^ttcd, OH the basis of the data on the present power consumption of the electric 
apparatus" (cohmin 7, lines 30-40) and thereby preventing so-called switching-ofr of the circuit 
brealccr hy permitting or rejecting the power use request message so that thr, ronsumcd power 
may not exceed a predetermined uppw limit (ooliann 9. lines 38-50). 

As mentioned above, Saito does not disclose a "power generation apparatus" as claimed 
by llie Applicants. Indeed, Saito cannot provide the power system of Applicants' invention, 
which reduces the power consumption as recited in claim. \, since Saito is directed to a breaker • 
apparatus for controlliiig the power consumption so thai the consumed power may not exceed a 
predetermined upper limit, wMch solves the prtWm relating to the breaker apparatM 
as can be scm hy a thorough reading, Saito provides a breaker apparatus for contmlUng power 
consumption, but Saito does not pmvidc a power supply system for reducing the power 
cotisnmptinn as recited in Applicants' claim 1. Thus, Saito does not te?f.h, suggest, or disclose 
all the elements of Applicants' cUim 1 in sufficient detail to support a proper section 102 
rejection of that claim, and claim 1 is therefore allowable over the Saito reference. 

Moreover, ApplicRris note that it is possible to provide a breaker apparatus described in 
Saito in the power supply system as recited in Applicants' clflim 1, in order to prevent so-called 
switcbing-off of the drr-oit breaker. As soch, Applicants respect&lly assert that th« subject 
matter of Saito is directed toward a different invftntion than is olaiTned by Applicants. 

TY TJ.S.C. 6 10-7.fh) RftiRrti nn-riaims 3-8 and 10-13 
AppKcants cancel claim 13 without prejudice. Thus, the Examiner's rejection of claim 
13 is now rendered moot. 

As noted with xespecl to claim 1, Saito does not teach, suggest or disclose a power 
generation app^tus. as claimed by Applicanls. Namely. Saito does not tesirh, .suggest or 
disclose a power generaiion apparatiw capable of varying an amount of power generation, as 
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recited in Applicants' claim 1. Thus, Saito docs not truth, suggest, or disclose all the eleaneats 
of Applicants' claim 1 in sufficient detail to support a proper section 102 rejection of that claim, 
and claim 1 is Therefoie allowable over thp Saito reference. In addition^ since claims 2-11 
variously depend from allowable claim 1 and incorporate the claim 1 dements, then claims 2-1 1 
(including claims 3-8 and 10) ^^rft fiho allowable over the Saito reference. 

In addition to the above, Applicants amend claim 12 to include the limitations of claim 13 
and limitations included in claim 1. Particularly, claim 12 is amended to recite, inter alia, that 
the terminal is connected to a power supply system, the power supply system includes a plurality 
of clcclTio products, a power generation apparatus capable of varying an amount of power 
generation, and a power contrnl ^pparEftus for contmlling power supply from tbe power 
generation appai^tufl to the phirality of electric products, and the power connrol apparatus outputs 
a power retjuest signal to the power gcn.cratTnn apparatus. As such, in accordance with the 
remarks set forth herein regarding Applicants* claim 1, Applicants* amended claim 12 is now 
allowable ovrr the Saito nRfrrotce. More particularly, as noted, Saito does not teach, suggest or 
disclose^ inter alia, a power generation apparatus capable of varying an amoimt of pnw«- 
generation, as «cited in Applicantg' daim 12. Thus, Saito does not teach, suggest, or disclose 
all the elements of Applicants' claim 12 in sufficient Hetjiil tn support a proper section 102 
rejection of that claim, and claim 1 ia therefore allowable over the Saito reference. 

In accordance with the above arguments, Applicanti^ therefore irspoct&lly request that 
the Examiner's section lQ2(b) rejection of Applicants' claims 1, 3-8, and 10-13 be withdrawn. 

Clai m Refactions -SS U.S.C. UOSfaUClalms 2 and 9 
The Examiner rejects claims 2 and 9 under 35 U,S,C. §103(a) 83 being unpatentable over 
Saito as applied to claims 1 and 6, m further view of US. Patent No. 6,219,623, issued April 17, 
2001, to Wills C*Wi1la"), Jn particular, the Examiner suggests that while Saito does not expressly 
disclose the use of a fliel cell or a storage cell for power generation. Wills discloses a power 
supply system whercm the power generation ^aiatus is a fuel cell and a power supply source 
wherein the power supply source is a storage cclL The Examinrr ^u^Rrrt?; tliat at the time the 
invention wafi made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary sldll in the art to use a 
fuel cell and a battery for Saitohs power supply control system. The Examiner contends that one 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this since they are independent 



9 Serial ND.09/S 15.683 

Anoi-nsy Docket 235^-9300 

PAGE1(I/12'RCVDAT11I12/2I)034:5S:43PM [Eastern standard rie]'SVR:USPT^^^^ 



11/12/03 14:57 FAI 602 382 6070 



SNELL & WILMER F 



©Oil 



pnwCT sources and can generate power that can be sold. Applicants rfspRctfolly disagree with 
the Examiner's contentions and thrrftfouc traverse the same. 

Applicants note that in order to establish a prima facie r.fiSR of obviousness, three baaic 
criteria must be met Fir.^, thprc must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
thcm$clve3 or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordjjiary skill in the art, to modify 
the reference or to rnmhijic reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable t5Yrert;ition 
of success. FinaUy, the i^or art refiJrCTcc must teach or suggest all the cl^ The 
teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of 
success must both be found in the prior art, and not based ox^ Applicants' diacloBure. 

Applicants also note that the level of skill in the art cannot be rnli^d upon tx? provide a 
suggestion to combine the refftr«iccs, Al-Site Corp. v. VSIInt'l Inc., 174 F3d 1308 (Fed Cir. 
1999). Where the references relied upon teach that all aspects of the claimed invention were 
individually known in the art, the teachings are not sufficient to establish a prima case of 
obviousness without some objective reason to comlwc the teachings of the references. 
Furthennore, Applicants note that the mere fact that references can be combined or modified 
does not rmder flie i^sultant combination ohvioua unless the prior art also suggests the 
desirability of the combination- Hat is, although a reference maybe modified tn run the way the 
apparatus is claimed, there mnst he some suggestion or motivation in the reference to do so. /n 
re Milb. 916 F.2d 680 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

In accordance with the above remarks. Applicants respectfully assert that Applicants' 
invention would not have been obvious to one skilled in the art at 1hc time the invention was 
made since the nomhination of Saito and Willfl does not teach, suggest or disclose all the 
elements of Applicants' invention. As noted, Saito does not disclose, teach or suggest a power 
generation apparatus as is claimed in Applicants independent claim 1. A« such. AppUcants 
respectfully assert that Saito cannot support a proper section 103 rejection of Applicants' 
independent claim 1, and Applicants' claim 1 is allowable: over the Saito-Wills combination. 
Further, since claims 2 and 9 variously depend &om AppUoants' allowable clahn I, then claims 2 
and 9 are also allowable. As such. Applicants rr^rntfidly request that the Examiner's section 
103 rrjcciirm of Applicants' claimfl 2 and 9 be withdrawn. 

In addition to the above. Applicants note that the Exanuner suggests that the motivation 
for combining the Saito and Wills references is that the foci crll and battery are independent 
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